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Site Selection Report

French Limited Wetlands Mitigation

L Background

The French Limited Project is located within Harris County,
near the town of Crosby. This site was at one time utilized
for the disposal of industrial wastes. It was later
declared a Superfund site and has been undergoing
remediation for several years. On March 10, 1993, a United
States District Court entered a Natural Resources Consent
Decree requiring the site PRPs (the French Limited Task
Group or FLTG) to undertake a "marsh restoration project" to
provide for replacement of natural resources injured,
destroyed, or lost as a result of releases (or threatened
releases) of hazardous substances at or from the French
Limited Site.

A Project Review Group was established in accordance with
the Consent Decree. This group consists of one
representative each from the Department of the Interior
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), NOAA, the Texas Natural
Resource Conservation Commission, Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department and the Texas General Land Office. This group is
responsible for the evaluation and approval of the site
identified for the marsh restoration, review and approval of
the marsh restoration plan, and oversight of implementation
of the marsh restoration plan.

The Consent Decree required that a 21 to 25 acre site be
selected and "acquired or caused to be acquired” for this
wetlands mitigation project no later than March 10, 1994.
This site must be deemed "suitable" for marsh restoration by
the Project Review Group. The decree also called for the
site to be (or be made to be) tidally linked to the San
Jacinto River and, if possible, be in the general vicinity
of the French Limited Site.

1L Scope of Work

FLTG hired Crouch Environmental Services (CES) to execute
the Scope of Work. The work scope for the Site Selection
phase of the French Limited Wetlands Mitigation project was
as follows:

¢ Define wetlands restoration response options;

¢ Develop specific agency requirements;
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¢ Develop restoration site evaluation and selection
criteria (including location, acquisition cost,
restoration cost, wetlands enhancement potential and
community involvement);

e Identify, characterize and evaluate potential wetlands
response sites; and

e Recommend the "best" site, including a justification for

the selection and a detailed description of the
selection.

L. Identification of Wetlands Restoration Response/Site Selection Options

The following options for selecting a site or sites and
responding to the Consent Decree should be evaluated:

e Enhancement of an existing wetlands site or
sites

e Restoration of a degraded or destroyed wetland
e Creation of an entirely new wetlands site
¢ Selection of a single, large site
¢ Selection of multiple, small sites.
These options were presented to the Project Review Group for

their consideration. The consensus opinion indicated that
creation of a single, large site was preferable.

IV.  Site Selection Criteria
Criteria were developed for screening the identified sites.
Specific criteria were developed for the following five
general criteria:

e Environmental/Technical Criteria

e Sociological Criteria

e Political Criteria

¢ Economic Criteria

¢ Risk Criteria.

Table 1 lists specific criteria considered within each of
the five general criteria.



Table 1

Site Selection Criteria

Environmental Sociological Political Economic Risk
[Technical
Hydrology/ topography Community benefits - Proximity to French Site Land acquisition cost Subsidence
education, observation
Wave Stress Accessibility Acceptance by Regulators Excavation cost Types of wetlands listed in
(Project Review Group) order of most successful to
most risky:

Wetland type: Perception - how the Perception: Disposal cost (trees; Estuarine marsh - brackish

community will view the excavated soils; etc.) to intermediate

Estuarine selection of each site as Community

compared to others Local Public Officials Coastal Marsh
Freshwater Statewide officials
Federal Officials Freshwater marsh hydro-
geologically connected to
surface water

Impact on local, high quality | Aesthetics Time constraints = Isolated surface water marsh

habitat additional cost (freshwater)

Soil type Community acceptance Forested wetland
(freshwater) hydro-
geologically connected to
surface water body

Size and configuration Future site ownership - Isolated freshwater marsh or

entity willing to own and forested wetland dependent
maintain? on groundwater

Susceptibility to natural Number of possible visitors

disasters

e6v08.;
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Table 1 (Continued)

Site Selection Criteria
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Environmental Sociological Political Economic
[Technical

Threatened and endangered
species

Past Site Uses

Surrounding land use:
Buffer zone
Compatibility

Detrimental activities nearby

Type of wetlands project -
i.e. restoration, creation, or
enhancement
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V. Methodology for Identification of Potential Sites

An aerial overflight of the lower San Jacinto River area was
conducted via helicopter in January, 1994. In addition to
visual observation of the area, various maps and historical
aerial photographs were reviewed, including USGS 7.5 minute
topographic quadrangle maps, Landiscor high-altitude aerial
photographs, U.S. Soil Conservation Service historic aerial
photographs, and 1994 low-altitude aerial photographs of
specific locations taken during the helicopter aerial
overflight.

Twenty-eight sites were identified in the lower San Jacinto
River area that warranted further screening. A general
location map of the study area is depicted in Figure 1.
Appendix A contains portions of 7.5 minute topographic
quadrangle maps showing the specific locations of all 28
sites initially considered.

VL. Initial Screening of 28 Identified Sites

The 28 sites identified initially are indicated on portions
of 7.5 minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps in Appendix
A. They were given names referencing their location or
identifying features, as follows:

Boaz Island Rio Villa Park

Plantation House Highland Shores

Tabbs Bay/Exxon Highlands

Spoil Islands Van Road

Spilmans Island Barrett I

Bayland Park Barrett II

Brownwood 0ld U.S. 90 Park

San Jacinto Monument ' Site Adjacent to French Ltd.
San Jacinto Battlefield Garrett Road/Specialty Sand

San Jacinto Inn North Pasture/Specialty Sand
Baytown Boat Club Little Eddy

Tugboat Annie's South of Baker Lake

Bird Lake Baker Lake

Wallisville Road Big Eddy

Fifteen sites were eliminated in the initial site screening,
leaving 13 sites for further consideration. Sites
eliminated include:

Boaz Island Highlands
Plantation House Van Road

Tabbs Bay/Exxon O0ld U.S. 90 Park
Spilmans Island South of Baker Lake
Bayland Park Baker Lake
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San Jacinto Inn Big Eddy
Baytown Boat Club

Tugboat Annie's

Bird Lake

Table 2 indicates reasons for eliminating these 15 sites.

Seven sites were eliminated primarily because they already
include a high quality wetlands with little need of
expansion or improvement. These sites include the
Plantation House site, Baytown Boat Club, the Bird Lake
site, the Van Road site, the site South of Baker Lake, the
Baker Lake site, and the Big Eddy site.

Creation of wetlands at three of the sites would have
involved the sacrifice of quality upland habitat, mainly
pine/hardwood forest which supports valuable wildlife
resources. These include Tugboat Annie's site, the
Highlands site, and the 0l1d U.S. 90 Park site.

The Boaz Island and Spilmans Island sites were virtually
inaccessible, both for construction and public usage
purposes. In addition, Spilmans Island currently has
ongoing dredged spoil activity.

The Tabbs Bay/Exxon site (Evergreen Point on the U.S.
topographic quadrangle map) is subject to very high wave
stress. It is limited in size by nearby development and
would have required substantive excavation to create new
wetlands acreage.

Both the Bayland Park and San Jacinto Inn sites appeared to
have been significantly built up through dredged spoil
deposition. The deposition alone is a negative factor, and
that factor combined with high elevations requiring
signficant excavation caused these two sites to be
eliminated.

A meeting was held with the Project Review Group on January
27, 1994 to discuss the 28 sites, the evaluation criteria
and the elimination of 15 of the sites. Table 3 describes
comments received by the Group at that meeting.

In general, the Project Review Group agreed with the Site

Selection criteria put forward and with the elimination of
15 of the 28 originally identified sites.

VIL. Screening of 13 Sites

Thirteen sites remained under consideration after the first
review, including:
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Table 2

Initial Screening -
Reasons for Eliminating 17 Sites

Site Name Reasons for Elimination

Boaz Island Highly inaccessible either by public or for construction purposes;
minimal expansion or enhancement possibilities

Plantation House Existing wetlands of very high quality;
minimal expansion or enhancement opportunity

Tabbs Bay/Exxon Very high wave stress;
Very steep banks would require substantial excavation to create new
wetlands; near subdivision

Spilmans Island Inaccessible; ongoing spoil deposition
Looks intentionally built up; significant excavation required; very limited

Bayland Park

possibilities

San Jacinto Inn

Steep banks; high elevation above MSL would require significant
excavation; possible dredged spoil site for future ship channel expansion

Baytown Boat Club Existing very high quality wetland with very little expansion possibility
Tugboat Annie's Poor buffer; significant excavation required;

: existing mixed pine-hardwood habitat would be destroyed
Bird Lake Site Existing high quality wetland; expansion and enhancement possibilities

limited; very inaccessible

SuLr08.;




Table 2 (Continued)

Initial Screening -
Reasons for Eliminating 17 Sites

Site Name

Reasons for Elimination

Highlands Would require destruction of existing mixed pine /hardwood habitat;
significant excavation required
Van Road Existing very high quality wetlands not in need of enhancement;

not much room to expand

Old U.S. 90 Park

Existing pine/hardwood forest would be destroyed; significant
excavation required

South of Baker Lake

Existing very high quality freshwater wetlands; already some enhancement
performed; not in need of additional treatment

Baker Lake

Existing high quality freshwater forested wetland; expansion would require
significant excavation; not tidally connected to San Jacinto River; not in
need of additional treatment; would destroy existing pine forest habitat

Big Eddy

Existing high quality cypress lake; only feasible to expand in northern end;
noted significant vandalism in existing lakeside park causing concern
regarding future maintenance of the site; not in signficant need of additional
treatment from technical standpoint

buy08.»
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Table 3
Comments of Project Review Group on
Initial Site Screening
Agency Comment
NOAA/National Marine Believes that the Houston Port Authority has specific plans for the Spoil Islands site;

Fisheries Service

feels that a great deal of "buffer" acreage would need to be acquired if the Highlands
Shores Site were utilized to ensure that existing wetlands are not degraded; expressed
concerns regarding water quality at the Barrett I site if wetlands were constructed
downstream of sewage treatment plant discharge; suggested that the San Jacinto
Monument Site and the San Jacinto Battlefield Site could be used in concert with
one another; expressed that this agency would favor selection of a brackish site and
preferred that the site selected be south of the French Limited site (understanding
that the site cannot be too distant from French Limited); expressed concern that

the Wallisville Site may not have enough non-wetlands area available to provide
needed additional acreage; is concerned with controlling public access to whichever
site is selected; multiple sites would be acceptable but would prefer larger site; if
restoration is selected as the option would need to demonstrate that an old wetland
had been destroyed.

TNRCC

Current concern is to move toward site acquisition to meet the deadline established

in the Consent Decree; believes that the goal of the Decree is the creation of new
wetlands rather than the enhancement or restoration of old wetlands; a larger number

of acres would be required to fulfill the Decree if enhancement were selected; TNRCC
would have a large interest in the development of a wetland that would function

as additional treatment and improve water quality and initially favored the

Barrett I site for this reason,; the site selected should have nutrient input to and from the
San Jacinto River System; prefer sites where current high quality habitat is not destroyed.

—
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Table 3 (Continued)

Comments of Project Review Group on
Initial Site Screening

Agency

Comment

GLO

Multiple sites would be acceptable, but larger sites are better than smaller sites;
expressed concern that existing valuable upland habitat not be destroyed to
create the new wetland; long term success of the new wetland will depend on
surrounding land use and a buffer around the site.

TPWD

Feels the Consent Decree requires that the wetlands project be "hydrologically
connected to the San Jacinto River"; isolated freshwater sites that could not be
connected to the river should be abandoned; public should have access to the site;
Little Eddy or Rio Villa Park are less desirable if the public could not access these
locations; prefer sites where existing high quality habitat is not destroyed.

USFWS

If enhancement selected as option, more acres will need to be treated; one large site
was preferable to several smaller sites; wetland and public can coexist; public

must not be able to "impact" the site; loss of good habitat such as bottomland hardwood
or quality upland for the wetlands would not be favorable.

General Comments:

Large site is better than several small sites; creation is better than enhancement and
restoration; site should be "tidally linked" to the San Jacinto River; high levels of

crime and vandalism should be viewed negatively in the selection process; criteria
presented are appropriate; public access to the site should be considered

favorably but the public should not be able to have a negative impact on the site;

San Jacinto Monument Site is a good choice for access by the public and is also

available to citizens of Crosby and Barrett Station; negative impact on existing high quality
habitat is undesirable.

16S08.;
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Spoil Islands Barrett I

San Jacinto Monument Barrett II

San Jacinto Battlefield Garrett Road/Specialty Sand
Brownwood North Pasture/Specialty Sand
Wallisville Road Little Eddy

Rio Vvilla Park Site Adjacent to French Ltd.

Highland Shores

Appendix B contains additional detail regarding
characteristics of each of the 13 sites. January, 1994 low-
altitude aerial photos of each site are included.

The project team committed to reducing the list to four
sites before meeting with the Project Review Group again on
February 17, 1994. The February 17 meeting was scheduled
for the Project Review Group to visually inspect the best
sites.

Nine sites were eliminated, leaving four sites for final
consideration. Sites eliminated include:

Spoil Islands Garrett Road/Specialty Sand

San Jacinto Battlefield North Pasture/Specialty Sand
Rio Villa Park Little Eddy

Highland Shores Site Adjacent to French Ltd.
Barrett II

Table 4 lists reasons these sites were eliminated. Five of
the nine sites were considered not tidally "linked" to the
San Jacinto River. As a result of the Project Review
Group's concerns that these isolated freshwater wetlands may
not technically meet the Consent Decree, they were no longer
viable sites. These include Barrett II, Garrett
Road/Specialty Sand, North Pasture/Specialty Sand, Little
Eddy, and the Site Adjacent to French Limited.

After further consideration, two of the sites (Rio Villa
Park and Highland Shores) were deemed to already have
wetlands of such quality that they were not judged to be as
in need of treatment as several of the other sites.

The San Jacinto Battlefield Site was eliminated primarily
because of concerns that the significant amount of
excavation required to generate additional wetlands at this
location would be likely to disturb or destroy valuable
historic resources from the Battle of San Jacinto.

The public would have virtually no access to the Spoil
Islands. That factor, coupled with difficult construction
and high wave stress, caused this site to be eliminated in
favor of others.

12
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Table 4

Reasons for Eliminating Nine
of 13 Remaining Sites

Site Name Reasons for Elimination

Spoil Islands High wave stress; no public access; difficult construction access; farthest site from
French Limited.

San Jacinto Battlefield Poor buffer; surrounding land use heavy industry; possible to disturb significant
historic resources through excavation; high excavation and disposal cost.

Rio Villa Park Existing wetland already high quality; limited public access probably only benefiting
Rio Villa residents; significant excavation required; significant disposal cost.

Highland Shores Existing wetland already high quality; only moderate access to public; moderate
number of visitors expected; not one of the sites severely in need of treatment.

Barrett IT Is an isolated freshwater wetland; not "linked" to the San Jacinto River; poor public
access; low number of visitors expected; aesthetics impacted by nearby sand pits;
would destroy existing pine forest.

Garrett Road/Specialty Sand Is an isolated freshwater wetland; not "linked” to the San Jacinto River; surrounded by

commercial sand pits; very poor public access; very limited public benefits; potentially
high disposal cost.

¢04508.
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Table 4 (Continued)

Reasons for Eliminating Nine
of 13 Remaining Sites

Site Name Reasons for Elimination
North Pasture/Specialty Sand Would be an isolated freshwater wetland; not "linked" to the San Jacinto River,

surrounded by commercial sand pits; very poor public access; low potential for
community benefits; significant excavation and disposal cost.

Little Eddy

Is an isolated freshwater wetland; not "linked" to the San Jacinto River (although
could be made to be connected to river); steep elevational grades requiring
significant excavation; potentially high disposal cost; would destroy existing pine
forest.

Site Adjacent to French Ltd.

Is an isolated freshwater wetland; not "linked" to the San Jacinto River; poor
aesthetics; moderate number of visitors expected; significant excavation and
disposal; poorly buffered; would destroy pine forest; significant subsidence
potential.

?LG08.;
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VII. Consideration of the Final Four Sites

The four sites remaining included:

San Jacinto Monument Barrett I
Brownwood Wallisville Road

Table 5 lists the site selection criteria developed for each
of these four sites.

A. Additional Research on the Four Candidate Sites -

Additional background research was conducted on each of the
four candidate sites. This included review of 1993 tax
records in order to establish property ownership and review
of historic aerial photographs of each site in order to
determine past site conditions. Appendix C contains aerial
photos of each site dating from 1953.

A preliminary conceptual design for each site was
commissioned from local landscape architects. This was done
in order to allow CES, FLTG, and the Project Review Group to
visualize how the wetlands creation/restoration could be
accomplished at each site. These conceptual designs
depicted on January, 1994 aerial photos of the sites are
also included in Appendix C.

1. Wallisville Road Site

Research of the tax records showed complicated ownership
issues for the Wallisville Road Site. This location was
developed into a subdivision prior to undergoing significant
subsidence and land loss over the last 25 years. As a
result, multiple owners have lots within that subdivision
that are submerged.

Aerial photos from 1953 show the Wallisville Road Site to be
much larger than at present. It appears to have been a very
large, probably high guality wetland site. If this site
were selected, the response option would clearly be
restoration of a destroyed or degraded wetland.

Conceptual design for the Wallisville site involved re-
creating freshwater wetlands lost to subsidence. Shoreline
stabilization would need to be provided to protect the area
from boat wakes. A dam or weir would be constructed across
the opening of the site to prevent saltwater intrusion.
Significant £ill material would be imported and graded to
create elevations capable of supporting emergent freshwater
vegetation. There is easy access to the area via
Wallisville Road, and observation platforms could be
constructed so that the public could view the area.

15
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Table 5

Site Selection Criteria for the

Final Four Sites

Environmental/Technical Criteria:

Wallisville Road Site Barrett I Site Brownwood Site San Jacinto Monument Site
Restoration and enhancement | Enhance/expand freshwater Create/enhance both freshwater | Restoration and enhancement
of existing wetlands wetlands and estuarine wetlands of existing wetlands

Moderate wave stress - wave
barrier construction required

Low to no wave stress - some
shoreline stabilization required

Internal area under
consideration not subject to
wave stress at this time.

High wave stress - significant
shoreline stabilization required

Good buffer

Moderate buffer

Good buffer now.

Excellent buffer

Design contemplates
restoration of a freshwater
wetland (Manipulation of
hydrology required)

Requires significant
manipulation of hydrologic
system

Existing hydrologic system
adaptable to wetlands creation

Existing hydrologic system
easily adaptable to wetlands
restoration and enhancement

Compatible surrounding land
use

Compatible with surrounding
land use

Highly compatible with planned
land use

Very compatible land use

3us08.}
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Table 5 (Continued)

Site Selection Criteria for the
Final Four Sites

Environmental/Technical Criteria (Cont.):

Wallisville Road Site

Barrett I Site

Brownwood Site

San Jacinto Monument Site

Large Site

Large site

Large site

Large site (approximately 300
acres could be beneficially
impacted

Expected subsidence = 1.5 feet
by year 2030 (best case)

Projected subsidence = 1.5 feet
by year 2030 (best case)

Projected subsidence 0.3 feet
by year 2030 (best case)

Projected subsidence 0.3 feet
by year 2030 (best case)

Susceptibility to natural
disasters relatively low
(hurricanes)

Susceptibility to natural
disasters (hurricanes) low

Potentially susceptibility to
hurricane damage

Moderate susceptibility to
hurricane damage

Past site use is wetlands

Past site uses include lumber

Past site use was as a

Past site uses include

and commercial sand residential neighborhood with | wetlands/dredged spoil
excavation typical residential infrastructure | disposal/state park
Surrounded by mixed, high Would not have a negative Existing excellent diversity of
quality pine/hardwood forest | impact on existing habitat - wetland habitat types

with existing wildlife benefits

Lus08.)
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Table 5 (Continued)

Site Selection Criteria for the
Final Four Sites

Environmental/Technical Criteria (Cont.):

Wallisville Road Site

Barrett I Site

Brownwood Site

San Jacinto Monument Site

Some beneficial polishing of
wastewater treatment effluent
possible

Significant elevational
differences

Level, low-lying area.

Sociological Criteria:

Wallisville Road Site

Barrett I Site

Brownwood Site

San Jacinto Monument Site

Moderate public access

Easy public access for Barrett
Station

Good access

Excellent public access

8uy08u




6L

Sociological Criteria (Cont.):

Table 5 (Continued)

Site Selection Criteria for the
Final Four Sites

Wallisville Road Site

Barrett I Site

Brownwood Site

San Jacinto Monument Site

Limited community benefits

Possible to enable community
access to San Jacinto River

Community benefits probably
limited to Barrett Station

Good educational/recreational
potential

Community benefits - statewide
vs. local benefit

Excellent
educational/recreational
opportunities

Good aesthetics

Good aesthetics

Poor aesthetics currently
(project would significantly
enhance aesthetics)

Excellent aesthetics

Future stewardship unknown

Barrett Station probably willing
to own and provide future
stewardship

City of Baytown willing to own
and provide stewardship

TPWD will accept and
maintain in perpetuity

6uy08.}




0z

Sociological Criteria (Cont.):

Table 5 (Continued)

Site Selection Criteria for the
Final Four Sites

Wallisville Road Site Barrett I Site Brownwood Site San Jacinto Monument Site
Community perception - Community Good local community Good local community

probably acceptable but
impacted community is not
direct beneficiary

acceptance/perception -
beneficial to community
directly impacted by French

acceptance - does not directly
benefit communities impacted
by French but is close-by and
easily accessible for their use

acceptance as well as statewide
benefits to public - does not
directly benefit communities
impacted by French but is
easily accessible to them

Number of visitors relatively
low

Number of visitors relatively
low

Possible large number of
visitors

Almost 1 million visitors per
year

Restoration may further protect
historic resources

07508
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Political Criteria:

Table 5§ (Continued)

Site Selection Criteria for the
Final Four Sites

Wallisville Road Site

Barrett I Site

Brownwood Site

San Jacinto Monument Site

Acceptable to regulators

Acceptable to regulators

Acceptable to regulators

Acceptable to regulators

Relatively close to French Site
but across river

Close proximity to French site

Moderate distance from French
Site

Moderate distance and across
river from French Site

Perception of community
officials unknown

Good acceptance by
community officials

City of Baytown community
officials very favorable toward
this site -- Perception of other
community officials unknown

Potentially high acceptance
from public officials statewide

TPWD highly favors
restoration of this site and will
provide assistance

11408
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Economic Criteria:

Table 5 (Continued)

Site Selection Criteria for the
Final Four Sites

Wallisville Road Site Barrett I Site Brownwood Site San Jacinto Monument Site

Land cost unknown Land cost unknown No land cost . No land cost.
Large number of land owners | At least two land owners Land owned primarily by City | Land owned primarily by Texas
of Baytown. Parks and Wildlife Department,

State of Texas

Potential excavation and
disposal costs

Requires importing of fill
material

Significant shoreline
stabilization cost

71408
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Risk Criteria:

Table S (Continued)

Site Selection Criteria for the
Final Four Sites

Wallisville Road Site

Barrett I Site

Brownwood Site

San Jacinto Monument Site

Moderately high risk due to
required manipulation of
hydrology and restoration of
freshwater wetland

Moderately high risk based on
required manipulation of
hydrology and creation of
freshwater wetland

Development of site represents
relatively low risk

Restoration/creation of new
estuarine wetland represents
low risk

Projected Subsidence is 1.5

Projected Subsidence is 1.5

Projected Subsidence is 0.3

Projected Subsidence is 0.3

feet by the year 2030 feet by the year 2030 feet by the year 2030 feet by the year 2030
Qualified city personnel Qualified state personnel
available for future site available for future site
management management

¢1408.
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2. Barrett I Site

Review of tax records indicated that the Barrett I site area
probably has only two owners (the area is very large and the
actual site ownership would depend on which acres were
acquired). Photos from 1953 show it to be forested upland
with two small lakes. Water bodies shown on 1994 aerial
photos are probably a result of both subsidence and
commercial sand excavation.

The conceptual design for this site shows that wetlands
could be created by significant grading of fairly steep
shoreline areas within old sand pits. Some high quality
pine forest would be destroyed to create the wetlands.
Islands of forest would be left within the wetlands area.
Parking and a boat ramp could be provided for visitors.
Aesthetics would be impacted by the Highway 90 overpass.
Access would be by unimproved road through private property
west of Barrett Station. This road would require
significant improvement or would only provide access for
visitors with four-wheel drive vehicles.

A second option was also conceptualized for the Barrett
Station area. This option involves grading of land
downstream of the Barrett Station wastewater treatment
facility. Marsh would be created on this site to provide
additional treatment of wastewater effluents. This option
would not provide recreational opportunities for visitors
but would have educational value.

3. Brownwood

The Brownwood Site is owned primarily by the City of
Baytown, with some private ownership of a few pieces of
property still remaining. Photos from 1953 demonstrate the
significant land loss experienced in this area over the past
40 years. The area was at one time a substantial waterfront
subdivision. It was abandoned in 1983 as a result of
consistent flooding caused by subsidence due to groundwater
withdrawal. A significant amount of the area now consists
of standing water.

The preliminary conceptual design developed for Brownwood
shows that a substantive improvement can be made on this
site by constructing the wetlands. Removal of some of the
existing infrastructural debris would add greatly to its
aesthetic appeal. Inlets can be created to allow infusion
of brackish water. Grading and contouring of the site would
create large zones of emergent vegetation. Existing large
trees could be left as islands throughout the site and would
provide nesting and resting habitat for birds. The design
includes observation platforms and observation trails.
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The City of Baytown plans to develop Brownwood into a park
and recreational site. They welcome the wetlands project
and feel that it fits very well into their long-range plans
for the area.

4. San Jacinto Monument Site

With the exception of approximately 25 acres owned by
private entities, the San Jacinto Monument Site is owned by
the State of Texas and managed by Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department as part of the San Jacinto State Park. TPWD
feels that this important site is in dire need of
restoration or it may be entirely lost due to significant
shoreline erosion caused by large vessels traveling up and
down the Houston Ship Channel. This location was
historically important in the Battle of San Jacinto and
supports a great deal of wildlife (especially migratory
ducks and other shore birds).

Historic aerial photos of the San Jacinto Monument Site
dating back to 1953 show that the area was being utilized
for dredged spoil deposition at that time. This land has
since been lost to subsidence. The shoreline elevation
bordering the Houston Ship Channel is very low, allowing
wakes from ships to wash over the shoreline and erode it
awvay.

Conceptual design included stabilization of the entire
shoreline. Without taking this step, any wetland created
could subsequently be lost. This stabilization would also
protect and allow the rebuilding of hundreds of acres of
existing wetlands. In addition, an old levee along Santa
Anna Bayou needs to be raised and reinforced to protect the
existing wetlands and the new wetlands.

Preliminary design called for the creation of new marsh in
the open water area at the northwest end of the site.
Salinity would be controlled by constructing two connections
to the Ship Channel and bay. Nature trails and observation
platforms would be provided for the nearly 1 million
visitors to the park every year.

B. Project Review Group Site Visits

On February 17, 1994 CES presented the final four candidate
sites to the Project Review Group. The Group was briefed on
the screening process and shown the preliminary conceptual
designs for each of the four remaining sites. A visit was
then made to each site.

In general, the Project Review Group felt that any of the
four sites would meet the objectives of the Consent Decree.
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Concern was expressed about the Barrett Station location.
This concern primarily involved the large elevational change
that would be required to create wetlands at the site. 1In
addition, existing quality upland habitat would be
destroyed. Concerns expressed about the Wallisville Site
included the complications of ownership of submerged land by
private individuals, and the risk involved with
creating/restoring a freshwater wetland. The Group felt
that of the four sites, the two best sites were Brownwood
and the San Jacinto Monument Site. No one expressed a
preference between these two sites.

C. Elimination of Twe of the Four Remaining Sites

In order to comply with the Consent Order, FLTG was required
to select a site by March 10, 1994. Two of the four sites
(Wallisville Road and Barrett I) were eliminated in the next
screening phase. Table 6 lists reasons for eliminating
these two sites.

The most compelling reason for eliminating these sites is
projected subsidence. Figure 2, obtained from the local
subsidence district, depicts best case subsidence for Harris
County up to the year 2030. Subsidence in the northern part
of the study area is projected to be in excess of a foot.
Subsidence in the southern part of the study area, where
Brownwood and the San Jacinto Monument sites are located, is
projected to be 0.3 feet. Subsidence in excess of 6 inches
could dramatically change and probably destroy the newly
created wetlands area. This fact was heavily weighted in
the final screening and favored the Brownwood and San
-Jacinto Monument sites, where groundwater withdrawal and
thus subsidence have already been brought under strict
control.

Both Barrett I and the Wallisville Road sites would be
freshwater wetlands. Brownwood and the San Jacinto Monument
sites support brackish wetlands, the most successful and
easily sustainable type of wetlands that can be created.

Public use of the Wallisville and Barrett sites would
probably be much lower than use of the other two sites. The
San Jacinto Monument site already attracts nearly 1 million
visitors per year. Baytown's plans for Brownwood are likely
to generate significant visitation from citizens throughout
eastern Harris County (and for bird-watchers throughout the
entire state). Both sites are very easily accessible for
residents most directly impacted by the French Limited site.

D. Further Evaluation of the Brownwood and San Jacinto Monument Sites

Table 7 lists screening characteristics for the two final
sites. Additional information was generated for these two
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Table 6

Reasons for Eliminating Two
of the Final Four Remaining Sites

Wallisville Site

Barrett I Site

Moderately high risk due to required manipulation of
hydrololgy and restoration of a freshwater wetland;
wetlands not as easily sustainable as brackish wetlands
that could be created at the other two sites

Significant excavation and grading required to lower site
elevations for creation of new wetlands; significant
manipulation of hydrology would be required so that

a freshwater wetland could be supported; not as easily
sustainable as the other two sites

Projected subsidence is 1.5 feet by the year 2030

Projected subsidence is 1.5 feet by the year 2030

Large number of landowners makes site acquisition
complicated

Quality pine/hardwood uplands would be lost to generate
new wetlands

Would probably attract a relatively low number of
visitors compared to the other two sites

Would probably attract a relatively low number of
visitors compared to the other two sites

Public access to the site is not as good as the other
two sites

Public access to the site is not as good as the other two
sites; recreational benefits probably limited to Barrett
Station and immediate surrounding communities

Preliminary conceptual design contemplates
construction of a wave barrier to prevent boat wakes
from damaging the new wetland

Future stewardship of the site is unknown

L1408y
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Table 7

Comparison of Brownwood and
San Jacinto Monument Sites

Environmental/Technical Criteria:

Brownwood Site

San Jacinto Monument Site

Create/enhance both freshwater and estuarine wetlands

Restoration and enhancement of existing wetlands

Internal area under consideration not subject to wave stress at

this time.

High wave stress - significant shoreline stabilization required

Good buffer now - future buffer dependent on remainder of park

development

Excellent buffer

Existing hydrologic system adaptable to wetlands creation

Existing hydrologic system easily adaptable to wetlands
restoration and enhancement

Highly compatible with planned land use

Very compatible land use

Large site

Large site (approximately 300 acres could be beneficially
impacted

Projected subsidence 0.3 feet by year 2030 (best case)

Projected subsidence 0.3 feet by year 2030 (best case)

Susceptibility to hurricane damage

Moderate susceptibility to hurricane damage

Past site use was as a residential neighborhood with typical
residential infrastructure

Past site uses include wetlands/dredged spoil disposal/state park

Can create diverse wetland habitat types

Existing excellent diversity of wetland habitat types

-
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Table 7 (Continued)

Comparison of Brownwood and
San Jacinto Monument Sites

Sociological Criteria:

Brownwood Site

San Jacinto Monument Site

Good access

Excellent public access

Good educational/recreational potential

Community benefits - statewide vs. local benefit, Excellent
educational/recreational opportunities

Poor aesthetics currently (project would significantly enhance
aesthetics)

Excellent aesthetics

City of Baytown willing to own and provide stewardship

TPWD will accept and maintain in perpetuity

Good local community acceptance - does not directly benefit
communities impacted by French

Good local community acceptance as well as statewide benefits
to public - does not directly benefit communities impacted by
French

Possible large number of visitors

Almost 1 million visitors per year

Restoration may further protect historic resources
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Table 7 (Continued)

Comparison of Brownwood and
San Jacinto Monument Sites

Political Criteria:

Brownwood Site

San Jacinto Monument Site

Acceptable to regulators

Acceptable to regulators

Moderate distance from French Site

Moderate distance and across river from French Site

City of Baytown community officials very favorable toward this
site

Potentially high acceptance from public officials statewide

TPWD highly favors restoration of this site and will provide
assistance

Economic Criteria:

No land cost

No land cost

Land owned primarily by City of Baytown.

Land owned primarily by Texas Parks and Wildlife Department,
State of Texas

Fill available on site

Requires importing of fill material

Cost issues: Site preparation; shoreline stabilization

Cost issues: Significant shoreline stabilization cost

408.
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Table 7 (Continued)

Comparison of Brownwood and

Risk Criteria:

San Jacinto Monument Sites

Development of site represents relatively low risk

Restoration/creation of new estuarine wetland represents low risk

Projected Subsidence is 0.3 feet by the year 2030

Projected Subsidence is 0.3 feet by the year 2030

Qualified state personnel available for future management

cusU8




sites, including an archaeological survey to determine if
the project would be likely to disturb or destroy any
signficant historic resources, and a hydrological study to
determine if any unknown technical factors existed that
would eliminate one of the two sites.

Appendix D contains the cultural resource report prepared
for both sites. Appendix E contains the hydrology
evaluations.

Both sites contain prehistoric and historic archaeological
material and will require further investigation and possibly
mitigation for cultural resources. The hydrologic
investigation indicated that the wetlands could be sustained
at either site. No data were generated in sampling
activities that raised concerns regarding either site.

A preliminary construction cost estimate was prepared for
each of the two sites based on implementation of the
preliminary conceptual designs. The shoreline stabilization
cost and reconstruction and reinforcement of the levee along
Santa Anna Bayou were found to be expensive. Without
performing these two initial steps (which do not involve the
actual creation of any new wetlands), constructing the
project at the San Jacinto Monument Site simply would not
make sense because the entire area could eventually be lost
to shoreline erosion. A high percentage of any budget for
wetlands development at the Monument site would be devoted
to these two elements rather than to the creation of new and
beneficial wetland habitat.

While some shoreline stabilization is shown on the
preliminary design for the Brownwood Site, it was found that
sufficient acreage exists inside of the road looping the
site to build the project. As a result, the existing
shoreline would serve as a wave barrier and would provide
sufficient protection for the new wetland. Because of this,
more of the construction budget could be devoted to the
creation of valuable wetland habitat at Brownwood rather
than being devoted to construction of physical structures
required to control natural forces.

IX. Final Site Recommendation and Justification

The Brownwood site is recommended for the following reasons:

e« The internal area of Brownwood is not subject to wave
stress at this time;

e Wetlands creation at this location is extremely
compatible with planned land use;
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e Wetlands creation at this location will not adversely
impact high quality habitat;

e The existing hydrologic system is easily adaptable to
sustain a wetlands area;

e A diversity of wetland types can be created at this site,
including brackish marsh and seasonal freshwater pools;

e Large trees left standing on "islands” within the
wetlands area will increase habitat diversity and provide
excellent nesting and resting areas for birds;

¢ The project will greatly enhance an area that is
currently in need of treatment;

e The site is centrally located and easily accessible to
the public so that citizens from all over East Harris
County can enjoy it as well as other citizens from a
broader area;

e Qualified personnel are available to maintain the
wetlands area;

e Extensive shoreline stabilization is not required;

e The site can be graded to create necessary elevations for
emergent vegetation;

¢ This site represents the lowest risk of any site
evaluated -- it is clearly capable of supporting a high-
quality and sustainable wetland.
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